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DETAILED ACTION 

This Office Action is in response to an amendment filed 02/12/2009. 

Claims 1, 14-16, 49-114 and 117-119 remain pending. 

Claims 1, 49, 71 and 93 are independent Claims. 

Claims 117-119 are new claims. 

Claim 115 has been cancelled with this amendment. 



Claim Objections 

Claims 1 1 7-1 1 9 is objected to because of the following informalities: 
Claim 119 is listed as being dependent upon Claim 49. However, Claim 117, 
which recites the same limitation, is also dependent upon Claim 49. The Examiner 
suspects that Claim 1 19 was intended to be dependent from Claim 93? For purposes of 
Examination, the Examiner will assume Claim 1 1 9 depends from Claim 93. 

Claims 117-119 should be renumbered as 1 66-1 68 as Claims 1 1 6-1 65 (includes 
117-119) were previously cancelled and are listed as such. 



Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1,14, 49-52, 54-57, 68-74, 76-79, 90-96, 98-1 01 , 1 1 2-1 1 4 and 1 1 7-1 1 9 
are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Abrams et al. (hereinafter 
Abrams 1, U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0122073 A1 filed 03/02/2001, 
published 09/05/2002). 

In regard to independent Claim 1, Abrams 1 discloses: 

• A method (see Abstract; Page 1 , Paragraphs [0001 -0004]; Pages 3-4, 

Paragraphs [0031-0036]; Figure 5 -> Abrams 1 describes various aspects of a 
web-based "telepresence" system that includes a HTML forms-based graphical 
user interface for the request, acquisition, storage, recall and management of still 
and/or video images of a remote location or scene) comprising acts of: 

o a) providing an electronic document that includes a button (at least Pages 
4-5, Paragraphs [0033, 0036, 0042, 0045-0048]; Figure 5 -» Figure 5 of 
Abrams 1 depicts an HTML form-based graphical user interface which 
includes a space (72) occupied by an HTML imagemap image of the 
remote location. Briefly, imagemaps are an HTML construct that contain at 
least one pre-defined sub-regions which are "active" in that, when selected 
(i.e. "clicked on"), perform a function. In addition, Figure 5 also contains 
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one or more thumbnail images which correspond to previous requests by 
a user for particular sub-regions. Each of these thumbnails is "clickable" 
which instructs the system to return a full-sized rendering of the 
previously-acquired image. Specific to Abrams 1 , each of the sub-regions 
correspond to a different part of the overall scene of the remote location 
portrayed in the imagemap. When the user clicks a particular sub-region, 
a command is sent to the server which commands the remote camera to 
capture an image of that sub-region). Thus, Figure 5 represents "an 
electronic document" (the HTML form), "that includes a button" (the 
"clickable" thumbnails correspond to at least "a button."), 
o b) in response to selection of the button, retrieving previously-stored data 
that represents at least one picture and that has been previously 
associated with the electronic document; c) displaying the at least one 
picture (at least Page 3 Paragraphs [0031-0036]; Page 5, Paragraphs 
[0041-0043, 0045]; Page 6, Paragraphs [0046-0054]; Figures 4-6 -» 
Abrams 1 teaches that each of the thumbnail images, which correspond to 
previously- requested (and stored ) images (data) of sub-regions can be 
selected (i.e. clicked on like a button) causing the system to retrieve the 
full-sized image for viewing , or as part of the construction of what Abrams 
1 calls a "view card," which is a form of electronic postcard which can be 
emailed to others). 
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In regard to dependent Claim 14, Abrams 1 discloses: 

• the electronic document is a form (at least Page 4, Paragraphs [0033, 0034]; 
Figure 5 -» Figure 5 is an HTML form containing an imagemap, GUI controls for 
controlling various aspects of, for example, the remote camera, and one of more 
multiple thumbnails corresponding to previously-acquired/stored images). 

In regard to independent Claim 49, Abrams 1 discloses: 

• A method (see Abstract; Page 1 , Paragraphs [0001 -0004]; Pages 3-4, 
Paragraphs [0031-0036]; Figure 5 -> Abrams 1 describes various aspects of a 
web-based "telepresence" system that includes a HTML forms-based graphical 
user interface for the request, acquisition, storage, recall and management of still 
and/or video images of a remote location or scene), comprising the acts of: 

o (a) providing a first electronic document that includes a first button at a 
first location in the document (at least Pages 4-5, Paragraphs [0033, 0036, 
0042, 0045-0048]; Figure 5 -> Figure 5 of Abrams 1 depicts an HTML 
form-based graphical user interface page (i.e. "a first electronic 
document") which includes a space (70) (i.e. "a first location') containing 
an imagemap image of the remote location, one or more controls, and 
thumbnails representing previously-acquired images. Briefly, imagemaps 
are an HTML construct that contain one or more pre-defined sub-regions 
which are "active" in that, when selected (i.e. clicked-on as in a "first 
button'), perform a function). 
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o (b) in response to selection of the first button, calling an image capture 
application to capture at least one image and to create data that 
represents the at least one image (at least Pages 4-5, Paragraphs [0033, 
0036, 0042, 0045-0048]; Figure 5 -> Abrams 1 teaches that clicking on 
one of the sub-regions of the imagemap causes the system to command a 
camera to capture and store an image corresponding to the selected sub- 
region). 

o (c) associating the data that represents the at least one image captured by 
the image capture application with the first location in the first electronic 
document so that the data that represents the at least one image is 
retrievable in response to selection of a second button at the first location 
in the first electronic document (at least Pages 4-5, Paragraphs [0034- 
0039] -> Abrams 1 teaches that images acquired as the result of a user 
selecting a sub-region (i.e. 'first button') of the imagemap are stored along 
with a "View Object" that contains the acquired images' attributes. Image 
data and its view object are then embedded as part of a server-updated 
GUI and sent to the user. A thumbnail representation (i.e. "second button") 
of the acquired image can then be selected from among other thumbnail 
images corresponding to other previously requested and acquired images 
to retrieve the full-sized version of the image, and presumably its 
attributes). 
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In regard to dependent Claim 50, Abrams 1 discloses: 

• the at least one image is a still image (see Page 2, Paragraph [0022] -> returned 
image can be a still image). 



In regard to dependent Claim 51, Abrams 1 discloses: 
• the at least one image is a moving image (see Page 2, Paragraph [0022] -> 
returned image can be a video or "moving" image). 



In regard to dependent Claim 52, Abrams 1 discloses: 

• the first electronic document is managed by a document editing application (at 
least Page 4, Paragraphs [0033-0034] -> first electronic document is a HTML- 
based document containing a Graphical User Interface "managed" by a web 
browser). 

• storing the at least one image at a second location provided to the image capture 
application by the document editing application (at least Pages 4-5, Paragraphs 
[0033, 0036, 0042, 0045-0048]; Figure 5 -» Abrams 1 teaches that clicking on 
one of the sub-regions of the imagemap causes the system to command a 
camera to capture and store an image corresponding to the selected sub-region 
in a database on the server). 
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In regard to dependent Claim 54, Abrams 1 discloses: 

• the document editing application is a browser (at least Page 4, Paragraphs 
[0033-0034] -» first electronic document is a HTML-based document containing a 
Graphical User Interface which can be manipulated (e.g. "edited") through a web 
browser). 

In regard to dependent Claim 55, Abrams 1 discloses: 

• the second location is a file system location (at least Page 5, Paragraph [00039] - 
-> requested images are stored on an image server). 

In regard to dependent Claim 56, Abrams 1 discloses: 

• the second location is a location in a database table (at least Page 5, Paragraph 
[00039] -> requested images can be stored on an image server in a database). 

In regard to dependent Claim 57, Abrams 1 discloses: 

• the second location is a physical disk location (at least Page 5, Paragraph 
[00039] -» requested images can be stored on an image server in a database 
which is stored on a disk). 
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In regard to dependent Claim 68, Abrams 1 discloses: 

• the image capture application captures the at least one image using at least one 
image capture device (see Figure 1 -> depicts at least 1 image acquisition 
system using at least one image capture device). 

In regard to dependent Claim 69, Abrams 1 discloses: 

• the at least one image capture device is a camera (see Figure 1 -» depicts at 
least 1 image acquisition system using at least one image capture device 
described as cameras). 

In regard to dependent Claim 70, Abrams 1 fails to expressly disclose: 

• the at least one image capture device is a scanner. 

However, Abrams 1 does disclose remote access to digital still or video cameras 
which are controlled via a page-based user interface from a browser by clicking on 
one or more regions of an imagemap of a remote scene (see at least Pages 2-3, 
Paragraphs [0022-0025]). One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
would have realized that both video and still cameras in this instance could provide 
similar functionality to that of a scanner in that both capture a snapshot of what is 
presented to them). 
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In regard to dependent Claim 117, Abrams 1 discloses: 

• the second button does not display any images representative of the at least one 
image (at least Figure 5 -> Figure 5 depicts a number of thumbnail images, one 
of which corresponds to a most recently requested and acquired image. The 
other thumbnails, which are also selectable (and therefore buttons), would 
correspond to other previously requested and acquired images. Thus, a user 
could select another of the "second buttons" and cause the display of other 
images that are not representative of an at least one most recent image). 

In regard to Claims 71-74, 76-79, 90-92 and 118, Claims 71-74, 76-79, 90-92 and 
118 merely recite a computer readable medium encoded with instructions, that when 
executed on a computer system, perform the method of Claims 49-52, 54-57, 68-70 and 
117, respectively. Thus, Abrams 1 anticipates every limitation of Claims 71-74, 76-79, 
90-92 and 1 18, as indicated in the above rejections for Claims 49-52, 54-57, 68-70 and 
117. 

In regard to Claims 93-96, 98-101, 112-114 and 119, Claims 93-96, 98-101, 112- 
114 and 119 merely recite a computer system for performing the method of Claims 49- 
52, 54-57, 68-70 and 117, respectively. Thus, Abrams 1 anticipates every limitation of 
Claims 93-96, 98-1 01 , 112-114 and 1 1 9, as indicated in the above rejections for Claims 
49-52, 54-57, 68-70 and 117. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 15-16, 53, 58-60, 63-67, 75, 80-82, 85-89, 97, 102-104 and 107-111 

rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Abrams 1 in view of 

Abrams et al. (hereinafter Abrams 2 U.S. Patent No. 6,625,812 filed 10/22/1999, issued 

09/23/2003). 

In regard to dependent Claim 15, Abrams 1 fails to expressly disclose: 
• the form includes entries relating to aircraft inspection. 

However, Abrams 2 , which teaches other features related to Abrams 1 allows for 
the creation of "view cards" (Col. 2, lines 18-67; Col. 10, lines 33-67; Figures 3 & 7) 
comprising a preserved selected view and an image parameter set, which contains 
details about the image such as time taken, position, zoom factor etc. The user can 
also add comments (see Figure 7, item 84). These "view cards" can then be emailed 
to others. 

Clearly, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention would have been 
able to apply the system taught by the combination of Abrams 1 and Abrams 2 to 
fully document a previously acquired image, where the subject matter of the image 
could be anything, including those related to aircraft inspection. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine the disclosures of Abrams 1 and Abrams 2 as both inventions 
generally relate to the acquisition of remote data using an HTML user interface with 
buttons and receiving data via the web (internet)). Adding the disclosure of Abrams 2 
provides the benefit of allowing for the editing of captured images to add to 
documentation of the image. 

In regard to dependent Claim 16, Abrams 1 fails to explicitly disclose: 
• updating the form to include additional information. 

However, Abrams 2 , which teaches other features related to Abrams 1 , allows for 
the creation of "view cards" (Col. 2, lines 18-67; Col. 10, lines 33-67; Figures 3 & 7) 
comprising a preserved selected view and an image parameter set, which contains 
details about the image such as time taken, position, zoom factor etc. The user can 
also add comments (see Figure 7, item 84). These "view cards" can then be emailed 
to others. 

Clearly, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention would have been 
able to apply the system taught by the combination of Abrams 1 and Abrams 2 to 
fully document a previously acquired image, where the subject matter of the image 
could be anything, including those related to aircraft inspection. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine the disclosures of Abrams 1 and Abrams 2 as both inventions 
generally relate to the acquisition of remote data using an HTML user interface with 
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buttons and receiving data via the web (internet)). Adding the disclosure of Abrams 2 
provides the benefit of allowing for the editing of captured images to add to 
documentation of the image. 

In regard to dependent Claim 53, Abrams 1 fails to expressly disclose: 
• the document editing application is a word processing application. 

However, Abrams 2 discloses the document editing application is a word 
processing application (at least Col. 2, lines 18-67 -> allows a user to control and 
capture remote images from cameras and also allows the user to construct (and 
edit) "View Cards" or annotated snapshots of remotely captured scenes that can 
contain comments and allows the user to email these cards to others. The editing 
features available to the user are not unlike those that could be carried out by an 
editor (e.g., word processor)). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine the disclosures of Abrams 1 and Abrams 2 as both inventions 
relate to different aspects of the acquisition of remote data using an HTML user 
interface with buttons and receiving data via the web (internet)). Adding the 
disclosure of Abrams 2 provides the benefit of allowing for the editing of captured 
images to add to documentation of the image). 
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In regard to dependent Claim 58, Abrams 1 fails to expressly disclose: 
• copying at least some of the first electronic document to create a second 

electronic document; and storing the second electronic document. 

Abrams 1 provides a "first electronic document" in the form of a page-based user 
interface (i.e. an HTML form). Image requests received by the server are processed 
and a new page-based user interface is produced to include a reference (a 
thumbnail) to the requested image. It is unclear however, whether any portion of the 
"first electronic document" is copied to create "a second electronic document." 

However, Abrams 2 discloses copying at least some of the first electronic 
document to create a second electronic document; and storing the second electronic 
document (at least Col. 2, lines 43-67; Col. 10, line 6 through Col. 11, line 17; 
Figures 3 and 7 -> Abrams 2 provides to the user a page-based user interface 
similar in look and function to that of Abrams 1 . However, Abrams 2 teaches the 
creation of a "View Card" which is a form of electronic postcard (see Figures 3 & 7). 
Here, Figure 3 would correspond to a "first electronic document." A user requests an 
image by clicking on an imagemap of a remote scene (72) contained in the page- 
based user interface (the "first electronic document"). The user can then choose to 
"preserve the view" corresponding to the currently viewed image (presumably the 
requested image). To do this, the user requests to create a "View Card." The View 
Card corresponds to the "second electronic document" and contains components 
from the "first electronic document," namely the requested image. This "View Card" 
can then be stored into a view card database and can also be emailed to others). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine the disclosures of Abrams 1 and Abrams 2 as both inventions 
generally relate to the acquisition of remote data using an HTML user interface with 
buttons and receiving data via the web (internet)). Adding the disclosure of Abrams 2 
provides the benefit of preserving a portion of the original document into a second to 
be shared with and used by others. 

In regard to dependent Claim 59, Abrams 1 fails to expressly disclose: 

• the act of storing the second electronic document further comprises an act of 

storing the second electronic document without storing the first electronic 

document. 

However, Abrams 2 discloses the act of storing the second electronic document 
further comprises an act of storing the second electronic document without storing 
the first electronic document (at least Col. 2, lines 43-67; Col. 10, line 6 through Col. 
1 1 , line 17; Figures 3 and 7 -> Abrams 2 allows a user to "preserve a view" from a 
first electronic document into a second electronic document (i.e. a "View Card") 
which can be stored. The first electronic document however is not stored. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine the disclosures of Abrams 1 and Abrams 2 as all both 
inventions generally relate to the acquisition of remote data using an HTML user 
interface with buttons and receiving data via the web (internet)). Adding the 
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disclosure of Abrams 2 provides the benefit of preserving a portion of the original 
document to document a particular instant of time to be used by others. 

In regard to dependent Claim 60, Abrams 1 discloses: 

Note: for purposes of examination, the Examiner assumes that this claim describes 
the point where a user has submitted their request for an image by clicking a first button 
in a first location and receives from the system an updated or "second electronic 
document" containing both the first button in a first location and a second button in 
another or "third" location. In other words, there are two buttons in two locations, the 
second of which is operable to retrieve the requested image. 

Applicants are advised that if this is not the proper interpretation, please provide 
further explanation so that this claim may be interpreted properly. 

• the button is a first button and wherein the method further comprises acts of: 

o retrieving the second electronic document (at least Pages 3-4, Paragraphs 
[0028-0032]; Figure 5 -> in response to a user requesting a particular sub- 
image from the imagemap at a "first location" (72) by clicking on it ("first 
button"), the system acquires the requested image and performs an 
update to the GUI page to include a "clickable" (i.e. "second button") 
thumbnail reference to the requested image in another (i.e. "third") location 
(76) on the page); and 
o in response to selection of a second button at a third location in the 
second electronic document, retrieving the at least one image (at least 
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Page 4, Paragraph [0036]; Figure 5 -> a user can select or click on the 
thumbnail image ("second button") and retrieve the requested image). 

In regard to dependent Claim 63, Abrams 1 discloses: 

• displaying the at least one image (at least Page 4, Paragraph [0036]; Figure 5 -> 
the user can select the thumbnail and retrieve the full-sized version of the image 
for display). 

In regard to dependent Claim 64, Abrams 1 fails to expressly disclose: 

• the first electronic document is a template for the second electronic document. 
However, Abrams 2 discloses the first electronic document is a template for the 

second electronic document (at least Col. 2, lines 43-67; Col. 10, line 6 through Col. 
1 1 , line 1 7; Figures 3 and 7 a user views a page-based user interface that shows 
him a live view of a remote physical location. From this "live view selection page" the 
user can control a camera at the remote location simply by clicking on the presented 
image or by using other controls on the page. In this manner, the user visually 
navigates the remote space (panning, zooming, etc.) and selects various live views. 
The live view selection page allows the user to preserve any live view. To 
communicate a preserved view to another user, the user clicks the "Create View 
Card" button. A view card construction page appears and the user enters the 
recipient's email address and a message about the preserved view. To communicate 
the view card to the designated recipient, the user clicks "Send View Card." The 
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recipient, when viewing the page-based view card, sees the preserved live view, the 
message from the other user, and the communication information. Thus, the "View 
Card" is derived from the original view page, so the original view page is a template 
for the "View Card" where the original view page is the first electronic document and 
the "View Card" is the second electronic document). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine the disclosures of Abrams 1 and Abrams 2 as both inventions 
generally relate to the acquisition of remote data using an HTML user interface with 
buttons and receiving data via the web (internet)). Adding the disclosure of Abrams 2 
provides the benefit of preserving a portion of the original document to document a 
particular instant of time to be used by others. 

In regard to dependent Claim 65, Abrams 1 fail to expressly disclose: 
• the second electronic document is not modifiable. 

However, Abrams 2 discloses the second electronic document is not modifiable 
(at least Col. 2, lines 43-67; Col. 1 0, line 6 through Col. 1 1 , line 1 7; Figures 3 and 7 
-> the "View Card" sent to a recipient is akin to an electronic postcard of what he 
sees to another user. Moreover, the view card recipient through the view card can 
seamlessly connect to the live remote source and visually navigate the space 
himself. The view card itself, which is intended to capture a moment in time and 
document it in image and comments, would likely not be edited by the recipient of 
the view card). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine the disclosures of Abrams 1 and Abrams 2 as both inventions 
generally relate to the acquisition of remote data using an HTML user interface with 
buttons and receiving data via the web (internet)). Adding the disclosure of Abrams 2 
provides the benefit of preserving a portion of the original document to document a 
particular instant of time to be used by others. 

In regard to dependent Claim 66, Abrams 1 fails to disclose: 
• the first and second electronic documents are forms. 

Abrams 1 generally teaches the use of HTML-based forms for their Graphical 
User Interface based on templates that are updated as requests for images are 
made and submitted to a server. 

However, Abrams 2 discloses the first and second electronic documents are 
forms (at least Figures 3 & 7 -> Figure 3 depicts the original electronic document for 
viewing a particular view and manipulating the view preparing to capture a particular 
instant of the image into a "View Card", which is depicted in Figure 7. Both of these 
documents can be HTML documents. Both contain features one might expect to be 
present in a typical HTML form). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine the disclosures of Abrams 1 and Abrams 2 as both inventions 
generally relate to the acquisition of remote data using an HTML user interface with 
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buttons and receiving data via the web (internet)). Adding the disclosure of Abrams 2 
provides the benefit of providing HTML forms as a part of the user interface. 

In regard to dependent Claim 67, Abrams 1 fails to expressly disclose: 
• the first and second electronic documents are forms including entries related to 
aircraft inspection. 

However, Abrams 2 , which teaches other features related to Abrams 1 allows for 
the creation of "View Cards" (Col. 2, lines 18-67; Col. 10, lines 33-67; Figures 3 & 7) 
comprising a "preserved view" from a "first electronic document" and an image 
parameter set, which contains details about the image such as time taken, position, 
zoom factor etc. The user can also add comments (see Figure 7, item 84). Both the 
"first and second electronic documents" can comprise HTML form components. The 
"View Cards" can be stored and emailed to others. 

Clearly, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention would have been 
able to apply the system taught by the combination of Abrams 1 and Abrams 2 to 
fully document a previously acquired image, where the subject matter of the image 
could be anything, including those related to aircraft inspection. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine the disclosures of Abrams 1 and Abrams 2 as both inventions 
generally relate to the acquisition of remote data using an HTML user interface with 
buttons and receiving data via the web (internet)). Adding the disclosure of Abrams 2 
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provides the benefit of allowing for the editing of captured images to add to 
documentation of the image. 

In regard to Claims 75, 80-82 and 85-89, Claims 75, 80-82 and 85-89 merely recite 
a computer readable medium encoded with instructions, that when executed on a 
computer system, perform the method of Claims 53, 58-60 and 63-67, respectively. 
Thus, the combination of Abrams 1 and Abrams 2 discloses every limitation of Claims 
75, 80-82 and 85-89, as indicated in the above rejections for Claims 53, 58-60 and 63- 
67. 

In regard to Claims 97, 102-104 and 107-111, Claims 97, 102-104 and 107-111 
merely recite a computer system for performing the method of Claims 53, 58-60 and 63- 
67, respectively. Thus, the combination of Abrams 1 and Abrams 2 discloses every 
limitation of Claims 97, 102-104 and 107-111, as indicated in the above rejections for 
Claims 53, 58-60 and 63-67. 
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Claims 61-62, 83-84 and 105-106 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Abrams 1 in view of Abrams 2, and in further view of Kaplan et al. 
(hereinafter Kaplan, U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2001/0056434 filed 
03/29/2001, published 12/17/2001). 

In regard to dependent Claim 61 , Abrams 1 and Abrams 2 fail to disclose: 
• the act of retrieving the at least one image further comprises an act of: 
determining if the at least one image exists at the second location. 
However, Kaplan discloses the act of retrieving the at least one image further 
comprises an act of: determining if the at least one image exists at the second 
location (at least Page 6, Paragraphs [0058-0059] -» typical operating systems that 
when downloading digital media first make certain that an existing image is not 
present (e.g., checks the name of the file currently stored) and repeatedly prompts 
the user if they desire to overwrite a preexisting file. Kaplan further discloses that 
such images can be acquired using scanning techniques ([0058])). 

Thus, for systems where images are digitized via scanners and scanning 
techniques, the operating system of Kaplan would first check, then prompt the user 
that they are about to overwrite an existing stored image. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine the disclosures of Abrams 1 , Abrams 2 and Kaplan as all of 
these inventions generally relate to the acquisition of remote data. Adding the 
disclosure of Kaplan provides the benefit of providing a warning before overwriting 
an existing image. 
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In regard to dependent Claim 62, Abrams 1 and Abrams 2 fail to disclose: 
• when the at least one image exists at the second location, retrieving the at least 
one image from the second location. 

However, Kaplan discloses when the at least one image exists at the second 
location, retrieving the at least one image from the second location (at least Page 6, 
Paragraphs [0058-0059] -> typical operating systems that when downloading digital 
media first make certain that an existing image is not present (e.g., checks the name 
of the file currently stored) and repeatedly prompts the user if they desire to 
overwrite a preexisting file. Kaplan further discloses that such images can be 
acquired using scanning techniques ([0058])). 

Thus, for systems where images are digitized via scanners and scanning 
techniques, the operating system of Kaplan would first check, then prompt the user 
that they are about to overwrite an existing stored image. If that is okay with the 
user, the image is overwritten and the new image is stored and can be subsequently 
retrieved. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine the disclosures of Abrams 1 . Abrams 2 and Kaplan as all of 
these inventions generally relate to the acquisition of remote data. Adding the 
disclosure of Kaplan provides the benefit of providing a warning before overwriting 
an existing image. 
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In regard to Claims 83-84, Claims 83-84 merely recite a computer readable 
medium encoded with instructions, that when executed on a computer system, perform 
the method of Claims 61-62 respectively. Thus, the combination of Abrams 1 , Abrams 2 
and Kaplan discloses every limitation of Claims 83-84, as indicated in the above 
rejections for Claims 61-62. 

In regard to Claims 105-106, Claims 105-106 merely recite a computer system for 
performing the method of Claims 61-62, respectively. Thus, the combination of Abrams 
1, Abrams 2 and Kaplan discloses every limitation of Claims 105-106, as indicated in 
the above rejections for Claims 61-62. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 , 14-16 and 49-1 1 4 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to James H. Blackwell whose telephone number is 
(571)272-4089. The examiner can normally be reached on 8-4:30 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Doug Hutton can be reached on 571-272-4137. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/James H. Blackwell/ 
04/23/2009 



/DOUG HUTTON/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2176 



